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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



1 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 1-3, 5-6, and 12-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, 
or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. Specifically, In 
regard to Claim 1, Claim 1 recites "reading meta data to assemble components at run time" and 
"executing a container application". If components are assembled at run time, then shouldn't the 
container application already be executing, since "run time" implies when an application is 
executing? In regard to Claim 2, Claim 2 recites "creating an element class catalog from a 
template". This limitation is not described sufficiently in the specification to enable one skill in 
the art to make or use the invention. Figure 10, item 1003 does say "Create Element Class 
Catalog From Templates", however, the specification only says: "In step 1003, element 
templates may be read from a meta-data file, or extracted from the patterns previously read. In an 
embodiment, the templates represent all the elements that the container application can create. In 
an embodiment, the container application creates both templates and other patterns during the 
execution of the container application." (Page 26, lines 8-12). There is no mention of an element 
class catalog, or how such a catalog is created. In regard to Claim 5, the claim recites that the 
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container application comprises "element coordination logic", however, there is no mention in 
the specification of what element coordination logic is or how it is used in the container 
application. In regard to Claim 12, Claim 12 recites that "the application creator to enable 
creation of an application without the program having a predetermined functionality". It is 
unclear how an application can be created without a predetermined functionality. An application 
is designed to perform a specific task, and must be programmed with a programming language to 
give it some sort of functionality. This claim needs to be clarified to point out how the 
components can add further functionality to a container application. Claims 3 and 6-17 are 
rejected for being dependent on a rejected parent Claim. 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 12, 21, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. In regard to Claim 12, Claim 12 recites the limitation "the 
program" in line 2. In regard to Claim 21, Claim 21 recites the limitations "new elements" and 
"existing behaviors" in line 2. There is insufficient antecedent basis for these limitations in the 
claims. In regard to Claim 24, Claim 24 recites the term "the container application supports a 
file". It is unclear what it means to "support" a file. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 



1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 



(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 



2. Claims 4-7, 18-24, and 26-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
"Inside COM: Microsoft's Component Object Model" by Dale Rogerson, Microsoft Press, 1997 
(hereinafter Rogerson) 

In regard to Claim 4, Rogerson teaches an application creator to assemble software 
components at run time into a container application (Page 9, Section: COM). In the Background 
of the current specification, the applicant teaches the benefit of using software components that 
support interface and implementation inheritance (Page 4, Paragraph 3 and Page 5, Paragraph 1), 
and hence this can be used as admitted prior art. 

In regard to Claim 5, Rogerson teaches that the container application comprises: an 
element container (Figure 1-4, item: "New Application"), a catalog of available interfaces and 
implementations (Figure 1-4, item: "Library of Components"), element coordination logic (Page 
9, Paragraph 2), and an element (Figure 1-4, items: "Components A-C"). 

In regard to Claim 6, Rogerson teaches that the element is a logically distinct set of 
functions used by the container application (Figure 2-3). 

In regard to Claim 7, Rogerson teaches selectively overriding an individual function 
defined by the existing software component (Page 159, Paragraph 3). 
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In regard to Claim 12, using the best possible interpretation, Rogerson teaches an 
application container, which is given further functionality by components (Figure 1-4, item: 
"New Application"). 

In regard to Claim 18, Rogerson teaches: (a) assembling software components at run time 
into a container application to make a coherent application (Figure 1-4); (b) selecting an interface 
and an implementation from a catalog (Figure 1-4); and (c) using the interface and the 
implementation with the container application (Figure 1-4 and Figure 2-3). 

In regard to Claim 19, Rogerson teaches reusing code from an existing software 
component (Page 154, Paragraph 4 and Page 155, Paragraphs 1-3). 

In regard to Claim 20, Rogerson teaches overriding a function inherited from an existing 
software component (Page 16, Paragraph 1). 

In regard to Claim 21, Rogerson teaches composing new elements from existing 
behaviors (Page 161, Paragraph 2). 

In regard to Claim 22, Rogerson teaches inheritance, which allows a class, which inherits 
a base class, to contain all the functions of the base class (Page 159, Paragraph 3). 

In regard to Claim 23, Rogerson teaches that the interface is a set of functions (Figure 2- 
3) that allows the component to interact with the user (Page 16, Paragraph 3). 

In regard to Claim 24, Rogerson teaches that the container application supports a file 
irrespective of a version of the container application (Page 8, Paragraph 3). 

In regard to Claims 26-28, Claims 26-28 are apparatus Claims that correspond with 
method Claims 18, 23, and 25 respectively, and are rejected for the dame reasons as Claims 18, 
23, and 25, where it would be obvious to run the present method on a computer apparatus, since 
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Claim 1 8 is a computerized method, and it is well known to run software components on a 
computer apparatus. 

In regard to Claims 29-31, Claims 29-31 are apparatus Claims that correspond with 
method Claims 18-20, respectively, and are rejected for the same reasons as Claims 18-20, where 
it would be obvious to run the present method on a computer apparatus, since Claim 18 is a 
computerized method, and it is well known to run software components on a computer apparatus. 
3. Claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Schoening et 
al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,226,788). 

In regard to Claim 1, Schoening teaches: (a) reading meta data to assemble components 
at run time to create an element (Column 8, lines 29-44); and (b) executing a container 
application, the container application interacting with the element with respect to a behavior 
contained by the element (Column 4, lines 17-29). 

In regard to Claim 2, Schoening teaches using a pattern in the meta data for linking 
between elements and using a pattern in the meta data for communications between elements 
(Column 8, lines 29-44); and creating an element class catalog from a template (Column 4, lines 
44-52). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 8-10 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
"Inside COM: Microsoft's Component Object Model" by Dale Rogerson, Microsoft Press, 1997 
(hereinafter Rogerson) in view of Somoza et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,336,035). 

In regard to Claim 8, Rogerson teaches the apparatus of Claim 4, but does not teach that 
the container application comprises a simulation, Somoza, however, does teach an application 
that performs simulations of wireless networks (Column 6, lines 14-16). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to build the apparatus 
of Claim 4, as taught by Rogerson, where the container application comprises a simulation, as 
taught by Somoza, since a wireless network simulation application aids in the development of 
wireless networks. 

In regard to Claims 9 and 10, these claims contain limitations that have already been 
addressed in the rejection of Claim 8, and Claims 9 and 10 are rejected for the same reasons as 
Claim 8. 

In regard to Claim 25, Rogerson teach the method of Claim 18, where the application 
comprises a simulation. Somoza, however, does teach an application that performs simulations 
of wireless networks (Column 6, lines 14-16). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to perform the method of Claim 18, as taught 
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by Rogerson, where the application comprises a simulation, as taught by Somoza, since a 
wireless network simulation application aids in the development of wireless networks. 

6, Claims 13-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over "Inside 
COM: Microsoft's Component Object Model" by Dale Rogerson, Microsoft Press, 1997 
(hereinafter Rogerson) in view of Cohen et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,487,713). 

In regard to Claim 13, Rogerson teaches the apparatus of Claim 5, but does not explicitly 
teach that the element has an attribute and a behavior. Cohen, however, does teach a component 
(Figure 12) with an attribute (Figure 12, item 1400) and a behavior (Figure 12, items 1212 and 
1214). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to build the apparatus of Claim 5, as taught by Rogerson, where the component has an 
attribute and a behavior, as taught by Cohen, since this allows the component to be identified, 
and also allows the component to have functionality. 

In regard to Claim 14, as stated above, the attribute, as taught by Cohen, defines the 
element. 

In regard to Claim 15, Rogerson teaches that the behavior comprises an implemented 
function (Figure 2-3). 

In regard to Claim 16, Rogerson teaches that the behavior has an interface defining a type 
of behavior (Figure 2-3). 

In regard to Claim 17, Rogerson teaches that the behavior comprises an implemented 
function (Figure 2-3), which provides a service. 

7. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Schoening et al. 
(U.S. Patent Number 6,226,788) in view of Beckett et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,564,368). 
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In regard to Claim 3, Schoening teaches the method of Claim 2, but does not explicitly 
teach assigning values for a setting in the element, assigning values for data in the element, and 
saving information about the element to the computer readable medium. Beckett, however, does 
teach assigning values for a setting and data in an element (Figure 5B, item 515) and saving 
element information to a computer readable medium (Column 12, lines 34-43). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to perform 
the method of Claim 2, as taught by Schoening, where the method further includes assigning 
values for a setting in the element, assigning values for data in the element, and saving 
information about the element to the computer readable medium, since this allows aspects of the 
element to be altered as well as stored for later use. 

8. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over "Inside COM: 
Microsoft's Component Object Model" by Dale Rogerson, Microsoft Press, 1997 (hereinafter 
Rogerson) in view of Beckett et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,564,368). 

In regard to Claim 1 1 , Rogerson teaches the apparatus of Claim 4, but does not teach 
adding a new function to the container application without having to recompile the container 
application. Beckett, however, does teach dynamically adding data to an application without 
compiling (Column 1 1, lines 49-54 and Column 5, lines 10-15). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to perform the method of 
Claim 4, as taught by Rogerson, where a new function can be added to the container application 
without having to recompile the container application, as taught by Beckett, since this allows for 
dynamic connections to be made by components as they are needed at run- time. 




V 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenneth A Gross whose telephone number is (703) 305-0542. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 7:30-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q Dam can be reached on (703) 305-4552. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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